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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above-identified application are 
respectfully requested. Claims 1-7 remain pending in the application. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 4 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. §112(2) as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which the applicant regards as the invention. The Examiner argues that "... displaying 
the communication standby state on a display of the portable terminal..." is not clearly 
understood because the specification and drawings do not clearly provide enough 
support for the claimed limitation. Applicants traverse the rejection, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art can readily understand the meaning of "displaying the 
communication standby state on a display of the portable terminal" in light of the 
description in the specification. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stenman. Applicants assume the Examiner intended this to be a 
combination rejection with U.S. Patent No. 7,151,954 to Nagata, since Nagata is cited 
as teaching a display at the portable terminal for displaying the communication 
standby state. While Applicants agree that Nagata describes a portable terminal having 
a display, Applicants traverse the rejection because Stenman fails to teach or suggest 
the features upon which the Examiner relies. 

In addition, even assuming the Examiner is correct that Stenman teaches a 
portable terminal capable of a remote control mode and a communication mode, 
Stenman fails to teach or suggest "when the communication ends, returning to the 
remote control mode." The Examiner admits as much by arguing that because 
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Stenman describes two modes, that it would be obvious to provide termination the 
remote control mode to allow for communication mode. Applicants disagree. First, the 
portion of Stenman cited by the Examiner does not teach the feature upon which the 
Examiner relies ("Stenman et al. suggests that one mode can operate at a time", office 
action, p.6). Rather, Col. 3, Lines 35-41 describe different configurations of the local 
area communication system (LACS) of Stenman. Stenman describes a mobile station 
with and without a transceiver portion. This, however, says nothing about how or 
whether Stenman changes between a remote control mode and a communication 
mode. The Examiner has clearly used impermissible hindsight to find this feature in 
Stenman. Accordingly, the Examiner's reasoning is flawed, and Applicants again 
assert that Stenman fails to teach or suggest: 

"when communication is tried during the remote control 
mode, providing communication service at the portable terminal upon 
a user's selection after displaying the communication standby state on 
a display of the portable terminal; and 

when the communication ends, determining whether the 
remote control mode has been terminated; 

returning to the remote control mode when the remote control 

mode has not been terminated, and terminating the remote control of 

functions when the remote control mode has been terminated." 

Nagata fails to make up for the deficiencies discussed above with respect to 
Stenman. Accordingly, since the combination of Stenman and Nagata fails to teach or 
suggest each of the elements of claims 1 and 4, the rejection must be withdrawn. 
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The Examiner rejected claims 2-3 and 5-7 over Stenman in view of Chiloyan. 
Chiloyan is cited as teaching steps related to displaying kinds of electronic products 
that are controllable by the portable terminal, displaying manufacturers of the selected 
electronic product, and so on. However, Chiloyan fails to make up for the deficiencies 
described above with respect to Stenman. Accordingly, this rejection must also be 
withdrawn. 

With regard to claim 6, the Examiner takes official notice that electronic 
input/output pulse features/implementations have been commonly implemented in 
electronic devices for generating a pulse or any desired signal. However, the claim 
requires a generalized programming input/output port for oscillating a remote control 
pulse according to a selected manufacturer, and also that such a port be in a portable 
terminal. Applicants kindly request the Examiner to provide an example in the prior 
art of such since Applicants do not believe such was commonly known at the time the 

r 

invention was made. 
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In view of the above, it is believed that the application is in condition for 
allowance and notice to this effect is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner 
have any questions, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number indicated below. 



Respectfully Submitted, 




Christian C. Michel 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 46,300 



Roylance, Abrams, Berdo & Goodman, L.L.P. 
1300 19 th Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 659-9076 




